The last two decades have seen a set of innovations in the organization of the firm that is similarly fundamental and that may ultimately be as momentous [as the rise of the multidivisional form in the first two decades of the twentieth century] … [Firms] have eliminated layers of management and associated staff positions, redefined the units into which they divide themselves internally, dispersed functional experts to the business units, and increased the authority and accountability of line managers. By these measures, coupled with improved information and measurement systems and redesigned performance management systems, they have sought to increase the speed of decision-making and to tap the knowledge and energy of their employees in ways that have not been tried before. (Roberts 2004, p. 2) 
Statements like this are rather common in works on the organization that mix real facts based on anecdotal business evidence and case studies with conceptual and theoretical insights. It is our opinion that this popular approach though fruitful, suffers from a serious methodological weakness in that it fails to provide a generalizable framework for the study of organizational design. In fact, its conclusions are limited by some general caveats.
From a historical point of view, it is questionable that we are today experiencing a special phase leading to a discrete change that involves the emergence of a new organizational paradigm. In fact, one should acknowledge that in the twentieth century there has been an incessant transformation of organizational structures and practices, due to changes in both external (e.g. technology, market demand, labor relations) and internal (e.g. ownership structure, goals, unionization ratio) conditions. In order to qualify the above-mentioned organizational changes as "revolutionary" rather than "evolutionary," a far more comprehensive and generalizable empirical evidence is needed than the qualitative and rather fragmented picture on which most studies rely.
In addition, since the organization is a very difficult concept to define, analyze, and operationalize, scholars should carefully avoid overwhelming simplifications. On the one hand, organization studies should dissect the complexity of structures and procedures and try to provide comprehensive, robust, micro-level evidence on, at least, some key dimensions of the organization, instead of centering attention around theoretically derived archetypes. For instance, in the real world there is no matrix organization, there is instead a continuum of forms that differ one from another as to the specific "value" taken by several organizational dimensions. On the other hand, one should learn from well-known classifications instead of being trapped by them in scientific "culs de sac." U-form, M-form, and lean organization (or J-form) are now standard concepts in the theory of business organizations. In our opinion, the huge work in business history and organization studies that has provided evidence on these forms should be used as a starting (and not an ending) point of empirical and theoretical research. The use of the concept of organizational form indeed is unsuitable to quantitative studies on the organization. In other words, the definition of organizational forms implies a holistic approach to the organization that is not compatible with the statistical analysis of its individual dimensions -e.g. allocation of power, management hierarchy, incentive structure, routines, procedures, and practices. We need complexity in order to study complexity.
In particular, we claim that what we need is a framework in which organization can be quantitatively analyzed in a multi-dimensional space, an idea which is not new in the organization literature. For any organization, the value of a set of indicators measuring different dimensions of organizational design will jointly define an empirically derived profile. The individual dimensions and their variations both across different organizations and over time, can then be studied quantitatively through appropriate statistical and econometric techniques. The emergence of this (static and dynamic) quantitative evidence on organizational design is a necessary condition for the rigorous empirical assessment of the explanatory power of arguments proposed by the theoretical literature.
In this volume we have adhered to this research design. First, we have tried to systematize, combine, and condense the existing quantitative
